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BRIEF OF APPELLEE. 


I, 
Statement of Jurisdiction. 


The Indictment in this case was returned and filed on 
Yctober 13, 1954 in the United States District Court for 
ne Southern District, Central Division of California, and 
harged the appellant with the violation of Section 462, 
‘itle 50, App., United States Code [Tr. pp. 3, 4].? 


On November 23, 1954, the case came to trial before the 
lonorable James M. Carter, United States District Judge, 
nd at the conclusion of the trial the Court found appellant 
uilty as charged [Tr. pp. 9, 10]. 

The Judgment and Commitment showing the finding 
f guilty was filed on December 13, 1954 [Tr. pp. 13, 
4]. Notice of Appeal by appellant was filed on Decem- 
er 20, 1954 [Tr. pp. 15, 16]. 


“Tr.” refers to Transcript of Record. 
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Jurisdiction in the United States District Court wa 
conferred by Section 3231, Title 18, United States Code 
Jurisdiction in this Court is conferred by Sections 129 
and 1294, Title 28, United States Code. 


IT. 
Statement of the Case. 


The Indictment returned on October 13, 1954, charge 
that the appellant was duly registered with Local Boar 
No. 140; that he was thereafter classified in Class I-/ 
and was notified of such classification; that a notice an 
order to appellant to report for induction on June 9, 195: 
was given appellant; and that on June 9, 1954 in Lo 
Angeles County, California, appellant did knowingly fai 
and refuse to be inducted into the Armed Forces of th 
United States [Tr. pp. 3, 4]. 


On November 1, 1954, appellant appeared before th 
Honorable James M. Carter, United States District Judge 
He was arraigned and entered a plea of not guilty. / 
jury waiver was executed by the appellant, was approve 
by the Court and was filed with the Court. The case wa 
set for trial for November 23, 1954 [Tr. pp. 5-6]. 


On November 23, 1954, trial was held before the Hon 
orable James M. Carter, without a jury, at the conclusio 
of which appellant was found guilty [Tr. pp. 9, 10]. O 
November 29, 1954, appellant filed a Motion for Judgmen 
of Acquittal or in the Alternative for a New Trial. O 
December 13, 1954, this Motion was heard by the Honor 
able James M. Carter and was denied [Tr. pp. 11, 12]. 


On December 13, 1954, sentence was pronounced an 
appellant was sentenced to two years imprisonment [T: 
pp. 12-14]. On the same date appellant moved to bh 
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admitted to bail pending determination of the Appeal. It 
was ordered that the hearing on this Motion should be 
continued until December 27, 1954 [Tr. pp. 14-15]. 


Notice of Appeal from the Conviction was filed by 
appellant on December 20, 1954 [Tr. pp. 15, 16]. On 
December 27, 1954, appellant was admitted to bail in 
the amount of $1000.00 pending determination of the 
Appeal of this case [Tr. p. 16]. 


On January 24, 1955, appellant filed his Statement of 
Points on Appeal [Tr. p. 17]. 


IIT. 
Statute Involved. 


The Indictment in this case was brought under Section 
462 of Title 50, App., United States Code. 


The Indictment charges a violation of Section 462 of 
Title 50, App., United States Code, which provides in 
pertinent part: 


“(a) Any . . . person charged as herein pro- 
vided with the duty of carrying out any of the pro- 
visions of this title [sections 451-470 of this Ap- 
pendix], or the rules or regulations made or direc- 
tions given thereunder, who shall knowingly fail or 
neglect to perform such duty . . . or who in any 
manner shall knowingly fail or neglect or refuse to 
perform any duty required of him under oath in the 
execution of this title [said sections], or rules, regu- 
lations, or directions made pursuant to this title [said 
section] . . . shall, upon conviction in any dis- 
trict court of the United States of competent juris- 
diction, be punished by imprisonment for not more 
than five years or a fine of not more than $10,000, 
or by both such fine and imprisonment. . . .” 
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TV. 
Statement of the Facts. 

On August 30, 1948, the appellant registered under the 
Selective Service System and was assigned to Local Board 
No. 140, San Diego County [Ex. pp. 1, 2]? On July 11, 
1950, registrant was classified by the Local Board in Class 
I-A, and on July 14, 1950, he was mailed an SSS Form 
110, notifying him of that classification [Ex. p. 12]. The 
Local Board shortly thereafter received a letter from 
registrant appealing his classification and stating that he 
was presently studying for the ministry at Pasadena 
College [Ex. p. 16]. Ina letter dated September 8, 1950, 
Pasadena College verified the fact that the registrant was 
attending that institution as a full time student [Ex. p. 
17]. Shortly thereafter the Local Board received a second 
letter from Pasadena College stating that the registrant 
was preparing for the ministry at that institution [Ex. 
p. 19]. The Board on October 27, 1950, placed registrant 
in Class IV-D and on November 2, 1950 mailed to regis- 
trant SSS Form 110 notifying him of his classification 
fprx, -p: 12]. 

On February 17, 1953, the Local Board received notice 
from Long Beach State College that the registrant was 
enrolled at that institution as a special student and was 


pursuing only twelve units of instruction [Ex. pp. 26, 


2Exhibit I is a photostatic copy of the contents of the appellant- 
registrant’s Selective Service file. The photostats which constitute 
Exhibit I are numbered consecutively and these numbers are circled 
References in Appellee’s Brief refer to the photostat number and 
not to page numbers. 
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ipeeiaea letter dated February 18, 1953, the Local 
3oard notified the registrant that they would need ad- 
itional information from him if he was to continue in 
‘lass IV-D [Ex. p. 28]. In a letter also dated Febru- 
ry 18, 1953, the registrant claimed for the first time to 
e conscientiously opposed to war [Ex. pp. 29, 30]. This 
etter is set forth in its entirety in Appendix A of this 
rief. On February 24, 1953, the Local Board received 
nother letter from the registrant which was evidently 
vritten in answer to the Local Board’s letter of February 
8, 1953, and which set forth the registrant’s reasons for 
onscientious objection and for his transferring from 
-asadena College to Long Beach State College [Ex. pp. 
3-36]. This letter constitutes Appendix B of this brief. 


On March 3, 1953, registrant filed with the Local Board 
, Special Form for Conscientious Objector in which he 
laimed to be opposed to participation in both combatant 
nd non-combatant training and service in the Armed 
forces. One Dorothy Andrus assisted registrant in pre- 
aring this questionnaire and this form was filled out al- 
nost in its entirety in the hand of Dorothy Andrus [Ex. 
yp. 38-43]. 

On March 4, 1953, registrant was classified I-A by the 
.ocal Board which mailed SSS Form 110 to the registrant 
mn March 5, 1953. In a letter dated March 9, 1953, 
egistrant requested a personal appearance before the 
.ocal Board and appealed his classification of I-A [Ex. p. 
16]. On March 19, 1953, registrant appeared personally 
efore the Local Board. The Selective Service file con- 
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tains a memorandum summarizing what occurred during 
this personal appearance. The Board members agree 
to classify the registrant in Class I-O [Ex. p. 55]. I 
a letter dated March 19, 1953 directed to the Local Board 
the registrant further explained his viewpoint relative t 
conscientious objection [Ex. pp. 51-53]. The content: 
of this letter is set forth in Appendix C of this brief. Thi 
registrant was reclassified and placed in Class I-O or 
March 19, 1953. On the day following, registrant wa. 
notified of this classification [Ex. p. 12]. 


In a letter dated April 23, 1953 to the Local Board 
R. R. Sanders, Capt. U.S.A.F., Coordinator, Distric 
Headquarters No. 6, advised the Local Board concerning 
certain facts which had come to his attention concernins 
the Internatonal Christian Revival Association in whicl 
association the registrant claimed membership. Captai 
Saunders stated that in his opinion the facts set forth 11 
his letter demonstrate that registrant was not entitled t 
a classification of I-O [Ex. p. 60]. On May 7, 1953, th 
registrant was reclassified I-A and the next day notice o 
his classification was mailed to him. In a letter date 
May 13, 1953, the registrant appealed the I-A classifica 
tion and requested a personal appearance. He enclose 
in the letter the ‘‘articles of belief” of the organization t 
which he belonged [Ex. pp. 65-67]. On May 21, 195: 
the registrant personally appeared before the Local Boarc 
The Local Board voted to continue the registrant in Clas 
I-A. A copy of the memorandum summarizing wha 


occurred at this personal appearance is contained in th 


op 
Selective Service file [Ex. p. 71]. On May 21, 1953, 


registrant was notified that he had been continued in 
Class I-A [Ex. p. 12]. 


On June 18, 1953, the Local Board forwarded the 
Selective Service file concerning the registrant to the 
Appeal Board [Ex. pp. 12, 72]. The file was thereafter 
sent to the United States Attorney for the purpose of 
securing an advisory recommendation from the Depart- 
ment of Justice [Ex. p. 73]. After the registrant had 
appeared before the Hearing Officer, that officer recom- 
mended that the registrant’s claim be not sustained. The 
Special Assistant to the Attorney General concurred in 
this recommendation and by letter dated March 26, 1954 
notified the Appeal Board to this effect. A résumé of the 
investigative report of the F.B.I. was attached to and 
made a part of that letter [Ex. pp. 75-80]. On April 
15, 1954, the Appeal Board placed registrant in Class 
I-A [Ex. p. 81]. On April 19, 1954, the Local Board 
received back the Selective Service file of the registrant 
from the Appeal Board and on that same date notified 
the registrant of his classification [Ex. p. 12]. 


On May 4, 1954, registrant was ordered to report for 
induction on May 19, 1954 [Ex. 83]. Thereafter regis- 
trant requested to be transferred for delivery to Local 
Board No. 135 located in Orange County [Ex. p. 84]. 
On June 1, 1954, Local Board No. 135 ordered registrant 
femiceponts10r induction on June 9, 1954 [Ex. p. 33]. 
On June 9, 1954, registrant reported for induction as 
ordered and refused to submit to induction [Ex. p. 86]. 


— Re. 


Vi 
ARGUMENT. 
A. The Local Board’s Act of Placing the Registrant in 


Class I-A on May 7, 1953 Was Reasonable and the Classi- 
fication Was Based Upon Fact. 


The decisions of the Local Board, made in conformity 
with the regulations, are final even though erroneous 
and questions previously decided by the Local Board will 
not be reviewed by the Courts so long as there was some 
basis in fact for the Local Board’s decision. (Estep v. 
United States (1946), 327 U. S. 114, 122.) 


On February 18, 1953 the registrant wrote a letter 
to the Local Board in which he stated that he was 
conscientiously opposed to war. This letter is repro- 
duced in Appendix A of this brief. It was written 
by the registrant at the age of twenty-three, approxi- 
mately four and one-half years after he had first regis- 
tered with the Selective Service System, and it was the 
first time that the registrant had made this claim to the 
Local Board. It is probable that at that time the regis- 
trant’s determination not to serve was of recent origin for 
the letter states, “I have always felt that I could not take 
another man’s life, but now I feel that I can have no place 
in the war effort.” (Bradley v. United States (C. C. A. 9, 
1954), 218 F. 2d 657.) (Recent Conversion.) The 
registrant then wrote another missive in which he ex- 
plained his reasons for leaving ministry school and stated, 
“T ask no favours. I only want you to know that I can 
have no part in this war effort. What you do with me 
from this point on is up to you. I know that if I want 
to see ‘peace on earth and good will toward men’ it will 
not come through war, but through the Gospel of Jesus 
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fhrist my Lord. You may ask the question what then 
ill we do with the Russians or Communists? I would 
nswer that war has never done anything to stop them 
nd if it did it would only be till they could regain their 
poting.”” This letter is contained in Appendix B. The 
ecistrant thus speaks of the futility of war—of its 
eficiency as a tool towards gaining “‘peace on earth’ and 
f the danger of not achieving permanent victory at 
rms. These are practical thoughts. But they are not 
leas born of religious training and belief. 


Appendix C contains a third letter written by the 
egistrant and reviewed by the Local Board before deter- 
lining the merits of his claim. This letter expands upon 
1e registrant’s non-religious and religious objections and 
1 effect reaffirms General Sherman’s words. But the 
eligious characteristics of this expousal do not predom- 
vate. The registrant also filed with the Local Board an 
SS Form 150 in which he stated that he was opposed 
) war in any form, both combatant and noncombatant 
Ex. pp. 38-43]. In answering question number three of 
uis form concerning the source of his beliefs, the regis- 
‘ant again indicated that his objection was new, for he 
aid, “I received this belief from the Bible. In the last 
sw months I have come to the conclusion that this belief 
win line with the word of God. . . .” [Ex. p. 39]. 


It is clear, therefore, that the record as it stood prior 
» March 19, 1953 would have furnished ample justifica- 
on for the Local Board to classify the registrant I-A 
n that date. They didn’t. They placed him in Class 
-O, 


On April 24, 1953 the Local Board received a letter 
rom one R. R. Sanders, Captain, USAF, in which Cap- 
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tain Sanders stated, concerning the International Christia 
Revival Association, 

“The investigation revealed that this organizatio 

has, at present only some 20 members, and that the 

are supervised by Mr. George E. Andrus, 5742 E 

Thelma Avenue, Buena Park, California. M1: 

Andrus was contacted this date, and stated tha 

he was ordained in 1946. He advised that subjec 

religious organization was incorporated in 195] 

and verified a statement made by the Santa An 

registrant that the group decided, on 18 November: 

1952, that they were conscientiously opposed to wa 


and, on that date, passed a resolution to that effect. 
see 00. | 


Two weeks later the Local Board reclassified the regis 
trant I-A. Appellant contends that he was reclassifie 
I-A solely as a result of this letter and further: 

“The record is devoid of any evidence, other tha 


this letter from Captain Sanders, upon which th 
Board could have acted.” (Br. of App. p. 8.) 


This contention is pure speculation and sophistry. It 1 
speculative to state that the Local Board acted for on 
reason when the record furnishes many additional reason 
for this action. It is sophistic to argue that the recor 
is devoid of evidence excepting this letter upon which th 
Local Board could have acted. The record is replete wit 
such evidence. Appellant’s argument is evidently base 
upon the fact that no evidence intervened between the dat 
when the Local Board received the letter from Captai 
Sanders and the date upon which the registrant wa 
reclassified I-A. The argument assumes that the Loc: 
Board was foreclosed from reconsidering evidence cor 
tained in the Selective Service file after it had once bee 
considered. Such an assumption in untenable. The Loc: 
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Board is duty bound to re-examine all the evidence in the 
course of determining whether or not to reclassify a 
registrant. 


It is however a fair inference from the evidence that 
the letter from Captain Sanders resulted in the atten- 
tions of the Local Board being again directed to this par- 
ticular registrant in the light of the new asserted facts 
contained in that letter. The letter concerned itself with 
the organization to which the registrant claimed mem- 
bership. The nature and beliefs of the institution are 
highly important in determining the proper classification 
of the individual. The conscientious objection which is 
recognized by the Law as constituting a proper basis for 
exemption is one which is based upon religious training 
and belief. Therefore the vital questions which the 
Local Board must concern itself with when inquiring into 
each individual’s claim are—From whence the religious 
training?—-From whence the belief? The Local Board 
is vested with the responsibility of determining whether 
the individual’s belief is so deep seated as to be con- 
scientious. (White v. United States (C. C. A. 9, 1954), 
215 F. 2d 782.) A necessary inquiry therefore, although 
never determinative in and of itself, is how long-standing, 
how encompassing, and how permanent are the beliefs of 
the organization to which the individual belongs. This 
thesis in no way alters or mitigates against the fact that 
it is the individual’s beliefs which are the primary con- 
cern of the Selective Service System when passing upon 
the individual’s claim. 


The letter from Captain Sanders brought to the atten- 
tion of the Local Board the asserted fact that prior to 
November 18, 1952 beliefs of the International Christian 
Revival Association did not include opposition to war, 
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but on that date the group passed a resolution conscien- 
tiously opposing war. Resolutions which are passed by an 
organization (perhaps by majority vote) can be rescinded 
by the organization. What then of the registrant’s be- 
liefs? Under these circumstances it was incumbent upon 
the Local Board to reexamine the claim of the registrant 
and in doing so to review the entire file. This review 
would necessarily include the registrant’s letters (Appen- 
dices A, B and C) and his viewpoints which are therein 
evidenced and have been discussed previously. The letter 
of February 18, 1953 (App. A) contains the words, “I 
don’t believe there is a church today which is standing 
for the teachings of Jesus Christ, or living as the first 
Christian church did.” The registrant then states, “I’m 
in just a small group of people, and we are trusting 
Christ and His Word that He will give us a revival for 
our day.’ Reading these two expressions together it 
appears very unlikely that the registrant considered the 
International Christian Revival Association a church. In 
the letter of March 19, 1953 (App. C) the registrant 
stated, 
“The church people of our day do not believe what 
Christ taught, for if they did they too would stand 
for Him and see our war-torn world brought to 
Him. When I say the church people today don’t 
believe what Christ taught, I mean just that. 
But this hardly ever happens, for as soon as they 


start following God the preachers of today lead them 
into darkness - 


The disillusionment and confusion shown by these letters 
taken together with the other facts shown by the regis- 
trant’s file undoubtedly convinced the Local Board that 
the registrant’s objections were not primarily religious nor 
were they so deep seated as to entitle him to the exemp- 
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ion. The Board may have noticed that compared to the 
SSS Form 150 (Special Form for Conscientious Ob- 
ector) the earlier expressions by the registrant of the 
‘easons for his claim contained in his letters were fairly 
narticulate. As mentioned earlier the SSS Form 150 
was written in the hand of one Dorothy Andrus who 
‘esides at the same address as Mr. George E. Andrus, 
he head of the International Christian Revival Associa- 
ion. The Local Board may have doubted that the 
‘convictions and the scriptures quoted in support thereof 
*xpressed in the SSS Form 150 were in fact the con- 
yictions of the registrant. 


Captain Sanders closed his letter to the Local Board 
by expressing his opinion that the I-O classification was 
inwarranted. The record does not disclose the exact 
‘ole of Captain Sanders in the Selective Service organ- 
zation. His unsolicited opinion was certainly not bind- 
ng upon the Local Board and even had the Board 
members paid undue attention to that opinion the case 
at hand would in no way resemble the situation presented 
n Hinkle v. Umited States (C. C. A. 9, 1954), 216 F. 2d 
pecocie v7, Umied States (C. C. A. 9, 1954), 216 F. 2d 
270; and Shepherd v. United States (C. C. A. 9, 1954), 
217 F. 2d 942. In those cases and others the Department 
»f Justice recommended against sustaining the claim of the 
egistrant and this recommendation was based upon an 
rroneous interpretation of the Law. The Law expressly 
yrovides that there shall be a recommendation from the 
Department of Justice as an aid to the Appeal and Local 
3oards, and it is intended that these Boards shall pay 
eed to and to some extent shall be influenced by the 
Jepartment’s recommendation. It would be surprising if 
-aptain Sander’s opinion were to be given the same 
lignity. 
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B. The Classification by the Appeal Board on April 15, 
1954 Had Basis in Fact. 


Inasmuch as it is the duty of the Appeal Board upon 
appeal to classify the registrant de novo any error which 
was committed by the Local Board can be disregarded by 
this Court. Such error will not have prejudiced sub- 
stantial rights of the registrant. (Tomulson v. United 
Sinies (CC. C. A. 9, 1954), 216 F. 2d 12, 16; Goaea 
United States, supra, 272; Hinkle v. United States, supra, 
9 (n. 3); and others.) This rule was held inapplicable 
to the particular facts of Franks v. Umited States (C. C. 
A. 9, 1954), 215 F. 2d 266 because the error of the Local 
Board related to the personal appearance of the registrant, 
but that is not the situation in the case at hand. 


The résumé of the investigative report [Ex. pp. 78-80] 
discloses that among those interviewed there was com- 
plete divergence of opinion as to whether the registrant 
was sincere in his beliefs; that a leader of the Inter- 
national Christian Revival Association expressed the 
opinion that the registrant “was not worthy” of a con- 
scientious objector classification; that in August 1953 
the registrant was dropped from the rolls of that organ- 
ization; that at the time of the investigation the regis- 
trant had returned to the Church of the Nazarene; and 
that a former emplover stated that the registrant was 
“unstable in his thinking’ regarding religious matters. 


After the registrant had personally appeared before 
the Hearing Officer, that officer reported in part as 
follows: 

“The Hearing Officer reported that the registrant 
stated that he was opposed to participation in war 
in any form. The registrant advised the Hearing 
Officer, however, that he believed that it was propet 
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for governments to carry on wars and that people 
should be in the Army. He stated that he believed 
that it is satisfactory for those who choose to pro- 
tect themselves through the use of force. He does 
not believe that he should participate in war. The 
registrant stated that he did not expect to be exempt 
because of his activities in the International Christian 
Revival Association, and would not expect to be 
exempt from active participation in war based upon 
the teachings of the Association, but that he would 
do violence to no man, and that if his family were 
attacked he would do nothing. He stated that he 
had not participated in any outward activities of a 
church nature. He stated that he had just been 
straightened out and that he had now found the sim- 
plicity of “walking with Christ as a Christian man.” 


The Hearing Officer and the Department of Justice 
recommended that the registrant’s claim be not sustained. 


It is thus apparent that there was ample evidence before 
the Appeal Board to justify a classification of I-A. 


C. Both the Local Board and Appeal Board Considered the 
Registrant’s Qualifications for Class I-A-O Before They 
Classified Him I-A. 


Registrant was given consideration to determine 
whether he qualified for Class I-A-O. In Koch v. United 
States (C. C. A. 4), 150 F. 2d 762, it is stated at page 
763: 


“A presumption of regularity attaches to official 
proceedings and acts; it is a well settled rule that 
all necessary prerequisites to the validity of official 
action are presumed to have been complied with, 
and where the contrary is asserted it must be affirma- 
tively shown.” 
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At the time of trial of this case the appellant offered no 
evidence to refute this presumption of regularity and 
he may not now request this Court to speculate that the 
procedures of the Local and Appeal Boards were incorrect. 


VI. 
Conclusion. 
Judgment should be affirmed. 


Respectfully submitted, 
LAUGHLIN E. WATERS, 
United States Attorney, 


Louis LEE ABBOTT, 
Assistant U. S. Attorney, 
Chief, Criminal Division, 

RicHaArD L. SULLIVAN, 
Assistant U. S. Attorney. 


Attorneys for Appellee. 


APPENDIX A. 


LocaL Boarp No. 140 4-140-29-496 

San Dieco County Za \5)5) 

Feb. 20, 1953 29-496 
Room 222, 525 E Street 
San D1iEGo, CALIFORNIA 


Year Sirs: 


Because of my religious belief I find it my respon- 
ibility to notify you in that I am a conscientious objector. 
have always felt that I could not take another mans 
ife, but now I feel that I can have no place in the war 
ffort. 


I have studied the Bible and find that Jesus Christ 

aught that there is only one way to over come evil and 
ago 

hat is with good. The world would have long _ been 
christian if the church had e£ followed Christ’s teachings. 
3ut they failed when they started to fight their way out 
n 313 A.D.. I don’t believe there is a church today 
which is standing for the teachings of Jesus Christ, or 
iving as the first Christian church did. 


Tm in just a small group of people, and we are 
rusting Christ and His Word that He will give us a 
evival for our day. There is no other hope in the 
vorld, for the people’s standard of morals must rise 
yefore the Nation will. 


In closing I would like to request a form to fill out 
or being a Conscientious objector. And I would like 
o leave you my present address: 

Joe Ayers 
3136 Anaheim 
Long Beach, Calif. 


A 
APPENDIX B. 


4-140-29-496 
LocaL Boarp No. 140 
San Diego County 
Feb. 24, 1953 
aon) 2225025 Wesstreet 
San Diego, California 


WearsSirs, 


I received your letter and hope that you have received 
the letter which I sent to you. 


Last semester I was attending Pasadena College, which 
is a theological school. Truth and the Bible were over- 
looked and I had to speak up against the sin which went 
on in the campus. The President of the college did not 
care for my protest. Nor did some of the professors. 
I then felt it best that I remove my self from the theo- 
logical school. Then realizing that there are no church 
schools which are teaching the Bible in the true since, 
and wanting to finish my college work I inrolled at 
Long Beach State College. My transcript containing a 
few low grades which I received when in my lower part 
of college, I was placed as a special in Long Beach 
State College (carring only 12 units). I was converted 

high 
in my last year of eeHege school, and also called to preach. 
Before this time (all through school) I had done very 
little school work, this now shows up in my studying in 
College. My grades have come up to a “C”’ average. 


I do appreciate all that you have done for me in the 
past. I now stand at your mercy. I ask no favours. 
I only want you to know that I can have no part in this 
war effort. What you do with me from this point on is 


i> 


up to you. I know that if I want to see “peace on 
earth and good will toward men” it will not come through 
war, but through the Gospel of Jesus Christ my Lord. 
You may ask the question what then will we do with 
the Russians or Communists? I would answer that war 
has never done anything to stop them and if it did it 
would only be till they could regain their footing. 


I know not if you are God fearing men or not. But 
if the God in whom I believe in is able to create man He 
is also able to stop any Russian or Communist. For 
the God I know holds men’s breath in His hand, that is 
He allowes you and I to live. 


I do not claim to be a pacifist. I will fight that which 
is wrong with all my might, but I will choose my own 
weapons, that being of love and of strong rebuke, backed 
by the Almighty Hand of God. 


I find it impossible to kill man and remain Christian. 


claim to 
I do not care who else might think so or / do so. The 


Word of God plainly tells us “Thou Shalt Not Kill.” 
JOE AYERS 
3136 Anaheim St. 
Long Beach, Calif. 
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APPENDIX C. 
4-140-29-496 
3-19-53 
Dear Sirs: 


I was asked to write to the Board (#140) and give 
information on the beliefs I have concerning war. 


I would like to say first that I don’t believe war has 
ever brought lasting peace. And I don’t believe it will 
ever do so. But I do believe that the world can have 
peace. That is to say I believe that there is a stronger 
power than physical force. I believe that if the people 
today had any backbone and would believe and stand 
upon the principles which Jesus Christ gave we would see 
World peace. But as long as one man holds a gun or 
sword over the other there will be war. 


After the time of Jesus Christ, His Apostles took their 
know world. Not with guns or swords but with hearts 
filled with love for mankind. The church people of our 
day do not believe what Christ taught, for if they did 
they too would stand for Him and see our war-torn 
world brought to Him. When I say the church people 
today don’t believe what Christ taught, I mean just that. 
Yet I do realize that there are people doing the best they 
can today. If they continue in the light which God 
gives, they will also trust God for world peace and have 
victory in their own hearts & lives in all their problems. 
But this hardly ever happens, for as soon as they start 
following God the preachers of today lead them into 
darkness, even as Christ told us they would, when he 
said, “the blind shall lead the blind and both shali fall 
into the ditch.” 


cas ae 


I do not feel I can take any part in the Armed Services. 
feel if I were to even go in as a Chaplin or a Medical 
‘Iper I would be taking part in that which I am standing 
rainst, and how can a house stand which is divided. 
must be true to God first. 


I will stand and fight for this our America or the 
orld, but IJ refuse to use the means which the world 
using to gain peace. Jesus Christ said, “they that take 
e sword shall perish by the sword.” This is true of the 
untry as well as of the individual. If you fight and even 
in one time, the enemy will return half slain and slay 
uu. So the only way to have peace is to do as Christ 
ught when he said, “. . . over come evil with good.” 


JOE AYERS 


